This article considers the Australian film Lucky Miles (2007) in the context of the developing emphasis in Australia through the 1990s and 2000s on neoliberal policies. This emphasis started with the Labor governments of Bob Hawke and Paul Keating and was qualitatively reinforced by the conservative coalition government of John Howard. Lucky Miles is a film which narratives the experience of asylum seekers arriving on the Australian mainland. My focus is particularly on the impact of neoliberalism on the role of the border and on the popular attitude towards asylum seekers. To help develop this argument I also consider the film Children of Men (2006), which was set in Britain in a dystopian future. I analyse Lucky 2 Miles to understand how it replicates anxieties about asylum seekers and the porosity of the border that are, at bottom, a consequence of changing attitudes bred by neoliberal policies.
neoliberalism changes understandings of the state, asylum seekers and the relationship between power and sovereignty within the state. I am particularly interested in how these films relate to these anxieties. My main focus is on Lucky Miles but because, as we shall see, it attempts to minimise the effects of neoliberalism by, among other things, being set before the Howard government gained power. I shall also refer to Children of Men, a film set in Britain, which presents what we might describe as a dystopian version of a neoliberal future, to show how some of the anxieties about the consequences of neoliberalism can be played out in film. By minimising these concerns, Lucky Miles creates a more favourable context for watching a film about asylum seekers reaching the Australian mainland.
Given the highly charged Australian debates through the 1990s and early 2000s
on the treatment of asylum seekers, Lucky Miles surprised many viewers by being a comedy-which may be one reason for its relative success as compared to Home Song Stories and The Jammed. One of the factors that made this generic choice more feasible is that in 1990 mandatory detention of those identified as illegal migrants was only just becoming the norm. Peter Mares writes that, 'after 1989 almost all of them [boat people] were detained.' (Mares, 2002) . To begin with they were held in the low-security Westbridge migrant hostel in Sydney. Westbridge was part of the Villawood complex. In 1991 the first purpose-built immigration detention centre, known as the Port Hedland Immigration Reception and Processing Centre, was opened in Port Hedland on the northwest coast of Western Australia somewhat near where the boat people of Lucky Miles were put onto the shore. Helen Grace notes that: 'The landscape in which Lucky Miles is set … requires only one language-that of money-since the Pilbara setting is the landscape of the transnational commodities market of resources export.' (Grace, 2008) .
There is a certain neoliberal irony in Port Hedland being both the site of an asylum seeker detention centre and the main port for the export of iron ore from the Pilbara. In 1992 Paul Keating's Labor government guided the Migration Amendment Act through parliament. This required that a 'designated person' who was a non-citizen 'should be kept in custody until he or she leaves Australia or is given an entry permit.' (Mares, 2002, 75) . The requirement was backdated to 19 November 1989, and the Amendment also ensured that no court could overturn this ruling (ibid). The immediate cause of the legislation was the arrival of boats carrying Cambodian asylum seekers. The first Cambodians had arrived on November 28. Hawke labelled the Cambodians economic rather than political refugees. Howard's government radicalised Keating's detention practices. It is not coincidental that both Keating and Howard were strong supporters of neoliberal economic policies.
The mandatory detention of asylum seekers was part of a larger ideological shift associated with neoliberal policy implementation. The key to neoliberal practices is the claim that the market should be self-regulating. 3 My interest here focuses principally on neoliberalism as it relates to the Australian border. It is no coincidence that during the eleven years of Howard's Coalition government, at the same time that large numbers of skilled temporary and long-term migrants were able to enter Australia, a furore of anxiety and anguish was whipped up over the comparatively very small number of asylum seekers. Official figures tell us that, in 1998-9, 921 asylum seekers arrived by boat. In (Kelly, 2008) . There is, then, a stark contrast between the welcome given to the relatively high numbers of skilled migrants and the treatment apportioned to putatively unskilled asylum seekers as well as the small number of refugees permitted to enter the country. While many asylum seekers are, in fact, skilled, the image of the asylum seeker is predominantly of someone unskilled. In a study of the cultural construction of the asylum seeker conducted in the South Australian city of Port Augusta by Natascha Klocker, she found that 48.5% of respondents thought of asylum seekers as unskilled (2004 5) . Only 19.5% of Klocker's respondents thought of asylum seekers as skilled.
In short, in terms of the market logic of neoliberalism, asylum seekers and refugees are considered to be too expensive to skill in the areas where it has been identified that Australia has needs. Mares reports a presentation given by Philip Ruddock, the Minister for Immigration, in 2000. Ruddock asserted that:
for every 1000 people who enter the country as skilled or business migrants, there is a net gain to the Commonwealth budget of $36.7 million over five years. By contrast family migrants cost the budget $1.8 million over the same period, while 1000 refugees and humanitarian entrants represent a much bigger burden, draining the government coffers of $21.5 million (Mares, 2002, 103) .
In 1991-92 the Department of Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Affairs calculated that the total cost of operating the Curtin Immigration Detention Centre was $7,922 million. There being 294 detainees this works out at $27,184 per person (Reilly 1995 This exclusionary matrix by which subjects are formed thus requires the simultaneous production of a domain of abject beings, those who are not yet "subjects", but who form the constitution outside of the domain of the subject. The abject designates here precisely those "unlivable" and "uninhabitable" zones of social life which are nevertheless densely populated by those who do not enjoy the status of the subject, but whose living under the sign of the "unlivable" is required to circumscribe the domain of the subject. This zone of uninhabitability will constitute the defining limit of the subject's domain; it will constitute the site of dreaded identification against which-and by virtue of which-the domain of the subject will circumscribe its own claim to autonomy and to life. In this sense, then, the subject is constituted through the force of exclusion and abjection, one which produces a constitutive outside to the subject, an abjected outside, which is, after all, "inside" the subject as its own founding repudiation (1993, 3 Britain, for a non-naturalized foreigner since before the First World War when 'enemy aliens' were interned 6 -which is not named, where naming places something within an established epistemological order, and so remains fundamentally outcast.
At this point we need to remember that in Australia, and indeed in Europe, the anxiety over those described as asylum seekers began as elements of the neoliberal state were beginning to be put in place. The term 'asylum seeker,' we should remember, is used for people who have not, or not yet, been classified as refugees-that is, incorporated into the international legal order. 'Asylum seeker' is a placeholder. In Australia those now conventionally described as asylum seekers have been called boat people, queue jumpers, economic migrants, possible terrorists among other appellations.
In 2000 In other words, it has been during the ascendency of neoliberalism that 'illegal' has become a noun to describe a category of people. Dauvergne writes that:
Although the term "illegal" is precise in its relationship with the law, it is empty of content. It says even less than other identity markers in the migration hierarchy: resident, visitor, guest worker or refugee. It circumscribes identity solely in terms of a relationship with law: those who are illegal have broken (our) law ' (2008, 16) .
Those described as illegals are essentially not named. Rather, like the Gothic monster, they are placed outside of the state, an empty category containing the anxieties of those who live their everyday lives in the neoliberal order provoking the dread that they might cross the border and bring the anarchy, the state of nature, out there, in here, into the, in this case, Australian nation-state. and controls through special regulation, through normalized exception' (Goldberg, 2009, 348) . This is a succinct description of the neoliberal state in the globalised order. This fear is a consequence of the establishment of a new partially permeable border, a border with minimal import tariffs and through which flows of desired entrants are encouraged while those not desired are to be kept out at all costs.
We can describe neoliberal governmental practice in terms of Giorgio Agamben's idea of the state of exception. For Agamben 'The state of exception is not a special kind of law (like the law of war); rather, insofar as it is a suspension of the juridical order itself, it defines law's threshold to the limit concept ' (2005, 4) . It is this setting aside of the law that marks the similarity between neoliberal and neoconservative governmental practices and the state of exception. To quote David Harvey: 'Neoconservatism is … entirely consistent with the neoliberal agenda of elite governance, mistrust of democracy, and the maintenance of market freedoms ' (2005, 82) . Without the law, as Hobbes understood, power was its own legitimation and the law functions in relation to that power. The fear is of the loss of that ordering power. For Hobbes, 'no Law can be Unjust. The Law is made by the Sovereign Power, and all that is done by such a Power is warranted, and owned by everyone of the people; and that which every man will have so, no man can say is unjust' (1651/1991, Chapter 30). As Terence Ball comments, this means that, 'the only operation or test by which we can determine whether a particular command is indeed a law, and therefore just, is to see whether it in fact issues from the sovereign ' (1995, 102) . When the law is set aside, it is simply authoritarian power, manifested in military force, which marks the site of the border. After all, paradoxically, as Dominic La Capra indicates in his commentary on Agamben's idea of the state of exception: 'In the runaway state of exception (which seems close to Schmitt's state of emergency), the exception becomes the rule (hence the distinction becomes blurred or breaks down), and pre-existing normative and legal orders are suspended. (At the limit one is in a "state" of anomic or Hobbesian war.) ' (2007, 139 the sovereign is in no way bound by the desires or moral concerns of its subjects. Subjects may disagree with the sovereign's actions moral or other grounds, but their disagreement gives them no right to withhold their allegiance or to replace one sovereign by another. In Hobbes' view of the constitution of sovereignty, then, there is no scope for anyone to question the legitimacy of the rule to which they are subjected (1996, 48) .
Neoliberalism has a strong affinity with authoritarian government. Friedrich Hayek, for example, commonly considered the founder of neoliberal theory, was a supporter of Augusto Pinochet's right-wing dictatorship in Chile (I discuss this in Stratton, 2009a) . In
Children of Men, the authoritarian government protects the country's borders with military zeal. More, the army patrol the city streets picking up illegal migrants. The border now pervades the state.
The breakdown in social order is implicitly attributed to the overwhelming pressure of the illegal migrants. The film, and the book, lift off from many of the assumptions of neoliberal, and neoconservative, ideology. That the film spells out some of the logic, and consequences, of neoliberalism may well have been a contributing factor in its popularity with critics-that is to say, the film gains much of its emotional power from triggering shared fears that are the consequence of neoliberal and neoconservative Nevertheless, the image of a world without borders which he presents in Children of Men is of a disastrous state of nature where, without borders, the state of exception is, indeed, becoming the norm.
Reflections on Paradise
As a piece of comedic realism Lucky Miles does not carry the dystopian loading of
Children of
Men. An important element in this lack is the nostalgic positioning of the film in the early years of neoliberal policies in Australia. Where Children of Men is set in a future and exaggerates the possibilities inherent in the neoliberal worldview, Lucky Miles is set in the past and minimises these. In Lucky Miles asylum seekers do not carry the level of anarchic threat that is present in the apocalyptic future of Children of Men.
When the asylum seekers are disembarked on that remote beach, nowhere near a road and a bus stop as they had been promised, the skipper of the Indonesian boat, Muluk, played by Sawung Jabo, says to himself in Indonesian: 'Welcome to paradise.'
He is being ironic. For the viewer the ironies are many. The first is the connection between the idea of paradise and idea of Australia as the lucky country-which, as we have seen, is itself a complicated phrase when applied to Australia. Also, through the nineteenth century the phrase 'workingman's paradise' was often used to describe Australia. In Inventing Australia, Richard White notes that it 'was most often heard' in the 1880s (1981, 41 'Unemployed at last!'. As such, the novel is another example of the disillusionment of the period with the idea of Australia as a workingman's paradise. Muluk's comment, then, has many complex resonances for Australians. These signal for Lucky Miles' audience that the asylum seekers are not where they think they are in a number of ways. They are not near a bus stop, but also they think they are in a rich western country which will treat them well. We know they will soon find out their mistake. By 1990 this paradise is beginning to guard its borders with detention camps. with Muslims and the threat of terrorism. As Elisabeth Porter writes with reference to attitudes during the period of the Howard government:
Senior politicians fostered people's fear of terrorist threats by promoting the idea that the mainly Afghani and Iraqi asylum-seekers might be criminals, terrorists and morally shallow people who do shocking things like throw their children into the sea. There is an 'associative logic of racism' at work here, whereby these claims about asylum-seekers are attached to Arab-Australians and Muslims in general.
With the exception of one man from each group they are all soon taken into custody. We see no more of them. Whatever happens to them-incarceration at the Port Hedland detention centre, most probably-is not shown. In the main, Australia functions as an empty backdrop against which the asylum seekers, with their hopes and fears, allegiances and enmities, are humanised.
Protecting the Australian Border-Or Not
The strangest element in this humanisation is the framing story of Arun. At the very start of the film we see Arun's father in Phnom Penh about to leave Huoy, his pregnant
Cambodian girlfriend, to go back to Perth. He tells her it will only be for a few weeks.
She obviously does not believe him. He gives her his business card and says that she should contact him if she has any problems. He speaks very poor French, which she points out to him when he addresses her as 'vous,' a mode of address used in formal situations and between masters and servants-not within the family or between lovers.
French, we should remember was the colonial language. The Australian Peter Coade, perhaps, can be read as poorly replicating French colonialism-I shall not dwell on the obvious pun of his name. It should make the viewer wonder about the nature of the couple's relationship, about the power relations through which it takes place. In this context it is worth remembering that, in 1972, Australia was still eliminating the last formal remnants of the White Australia policy, to the dismay of many Australians.
Yet, the Australia of 1990 that we get to see, which is understandably very little because all the Australian scenes until the final one are shot in the remote outback, remains very white. The people in the pub, both when the Cambodians arrive looking for water and that bus to Perth, and when the pub is crowded and the patrons are watching the news of the apprehension of the asylum seekers, all appear to be Anglo-Australians.
The police who come to pick up the Cambodian asylum seekers are also Anglo- Arun on his quest and, therefore, to feel grateful to the kangaroo shooter for his humanitarianism in helping Arun, but, at the same time, through the Howard years,
Australians have been schooled in protecting the border against entry from asylum seekers. 8 We see this earlier in the film when the barmaid at an outback pub rings the police to tell them that a group of Asian men have come in wanting to know how to get to Perth. As Mares writes, criticising the Australian public's acceptance of the treatment of asylum seekers: 'We assuage our collective conscience with the thought that the asylum seekers may be criminals or terrorists-in-waiting ' (2002, 246) . From this point of view this kangaroo shooter is being un-Australian in allowing Arun into the country.
In the next scene Arun is knocking on his father's door. He still lives at the same address as is on the card. We see the scene from inside the house. A woman calls out; a man, Peter Coade eighteen years older, says that he will go to the door. He opens it. Arun is framed by the doorway. He asks, in good English, unlike his father's poor French and We can surmise that in their minds this is a moment of reconciliation; Arun has found his father. He has closure and the narrative of the film is resolved. As viewers, we might wonder if it was Arun's whiteness that motivated the kangaroo shooter. Indeed, as a metaphor, this scene can be read as the reconciliation of Asia with Australia. With this ending the film forces its viewers to forget the other asylum seekers most likely languishing in the Port Hedland detention centre.
But this ending is itself deceptive. Will Coade be pleased to see the son he fathered while working in Cambodia all those years ago? It seems he is now married, and from her accent to an Anglo-Australian woman, a member of his own race and class.
What will she think of Arun's arrival, and Coade's behaviour during his sojourn in Phnom Penh? Did she know Coade in those days? Were they, perhaps, already in a relationship then? Were they married-after all, Coade is still living in the same house he was at that time. It would certainly seem to be a good thing for the reconciliation narrative that Arun's mother appears to have been murdered in the Khmer Rouge killing fields. Her presence with Arun at Coade's door would without doubt have disrupted this 'most beautiful ending.' Of course, none of these questions have answers but they unsettle a narrative that is too determined, indeed too anxious, to give this comedy about asylum seekers a happy conclusion.
Arun, of course, is not white-or, is only partly so. As it happens, this part- Encircled by sharks, surrounded by the dying, she keeps alive, clinging to the body of an unknown dead woman. Little children, dead babies, desperate parents, families dying one by one, and I was alone believing all the while my own son was dead. Three women are reported to have given birth in the water as they drowned during those desperate hours, the waters of new life hopelessly engulfed in the waters of death (Perera, 2006, 642) .
This history, and the history of the treatment of all the female asylum seekers, is erased by the film's focus on male asylum seekers, making the Australian government appear less hostile, less morally culpable, and therefore enabling white Australian audiences to feel better about themselves and the government that represents them.
It is no coincidence that Arun, with a white father, is the only one of the people from the boat to avoid being rounded up. Arun, we might say, is not, or not entirely, one of those 21 million abject, racial Others that Ruddock was so fearful would want to come However, as an asylum seeker rather than an applicant for a long-term or permanent residency, Youssif will be compulsorily detained.
In a scene near the end Youssif finally has his chance to ask for asylum. The person he asks is the Indigenous army reservist named Tom Collins. The resonances here are complicated. Geoffrey Partington tells us that: '[Furphy's] concern was with groups which could not or would not join together with the majority population, but he was willing to welcome as mates individuals who were able and willing to make the effort.
His novels depict numerous bullockies and other workers of many varied ethnic origins who have been fully accepted by the native-born ' (1998, 27 He believed that all people born in Australia were 'indigenous' and determined that it should always be their home. Although he had little confidence that it would easily or quickly be achieved, Furphy hoped that a way would be found towards genuine equality of condition between Aborigines and other Australians (1998, 29 skill he uses in the service of the state. This Collins, like Toby, is 'properly speaking' the owner of the territory over which he and his colleagues travel. This is the complexity at the heart of his acceptance of Youssif's request for asylum-a request which, in the years to come, the Howard government would struggle hard to ensure could not be made by those seeking asylum by excising Australia's northern islands from the migration zone and using the navy to patrol the seas and turn back approaching boatloads of asylum seekers. We cannot know if Collins' acceptance of Youssif's request is made as a member of the local Indigenous land-owners or as a representative of the Australian state.
Of course, since, even with native title rights, Collins' ownership of the land is subjugated to the sovereignty of the Australian state, in the end this question is always already resolved.
Making Arun the dominant character, rather than Youssif, provokes the film's nostalgia-a yearning for a lost pre-neoliberal yet always racist Australian paradise.
During the 1990s and early 2000s the bulk of boat people arriving in Australia were not the east Asians that Australians were used to as boat people. Rather, they were mainly Race, Nation and Culture, vol 15, no. 5, 2009. 6 In English law the idea of the alien goes back to the 15 th century, see Kim 2000. 7 See also, Ghassan Hage 'Postscript: Arab-Australian Belonging after September 11', in Ghassan Hage (ed) Arab-Australians: Citizenship and Belonging Today.
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In 2008 a similar scene of border protection was narrated as bathos. Here is the event described in a news release from the office of the Shadow Minister for Immigration and Citizenship, Dr Sharman Stone: 'Happy Campers, the new front-line border protection: Stone. The role of campers in detaining 12 Sri Lankan men, some of whom swam through shark-infested waters yesterday to illegally enter Australia, shows Federal Labor's border regime to be failing, the Shadow Minister for Immigration and Citizenship, Dr Sharman Stone, has said.' (Stone 2008) . I owe this reference to Kristen Phillips.
